Verb particle constructions with animal names used as verbs ('VPrt critter constructions'), such as horse around, clam up, and rat out, are interesting because of their (i) grammatical structure, (ii) pragmatic function, (iii) conceptual content, and (iv) the cultural knowledge they reflect. This chapter focuses on the latter two aspects of critter constructions. More specifically, we assume that an adequate analysis of critter constructions requires folk or cultural models of the animals in question, spatial schemas for the particle, metaphorical mappings and metonymic inferences, and aspectual categories in the sense of Vendler (1957). We place our findings in the larger context of the status of cultural and cognitive models in general. Such models (including animal folk models) are often outdated and reflect centuries-old beliefs that have left their traces in lexico-grammatical structure, in this case, critter constructions.
. The sly fox "outfoxes" the raven.
The fox is a skilled rhetorician, who showers the raven with insincere and excessive praise and as a result of his cunning gets the desired cheese. Despite this unfortunate outcome for the raven, the bird grasps the moral lesson 'Never trust a flatterer' and vows to adjust his future behavior accordingly. The moral lesson easily transfers to human affairs and it is describable in terms of metaphorical mappings from the animal domain into the human domain (see section III). The interpretation of the fable draws heavily on a folk model or cultural model of foxes. In a nutshell, this cultural model is captured and evoked in expressions such as sly fox and verbs such as to fox or to outfox (see Figure 1 ).
The present chapter is concerned with a subclass of verb-particle (VPrt) constructions, such as rat out, beaver away, and horse around that reflect "frozen" cultural models, in the sense described in the preceding paragraph. These constructions consist of a verb converted from an animal noun and a particle, which, in its source sense, denotes a spatial schema that is metonymically linked to an aspectual target sense. Following Panther and Radden (2011) , cognition is here understood as a cover term for the higher human faculties of reasoning, e.g. drawing inferences, constructing and interpreting cognitive models, linking concepts associatively (metonymy), and drawing analogies between distinct conceptual domains (metaphor). These faculties interact with 'peripheral' systems such as emotion, bodily experience, perception, action, culture, social interaction, and language.
Our understanding of the notion of cultural model, which we use interchangeably with the term 'folk model' in this chapter, follows Quinn and Holland (1987: 4) :
Cultural models are presupposed, taken-for-granted models of the world that are widely shared (although not necessarily to the exclusion of other, alternative models) by the members of a society and that play an enormous role in their understanding of that world and their behavior in it.
This chapter is organized as follows. In section II we briefly note the use and the meaning of animal terms in a variety of lexico-grammatical constructions. Section III 
II. SOME CONSTRUCTIONS INVOLVING ANIMAL TERMS
Given the hypothesized universal that humans are conceptualized or represented as animals, it does not come as a surprise that animal terms are in fact used in various lexical, morphological, and syntactic environments:
( Critter constructions thus seem to be more frequent in English than in German and
French.
4 4 There are, however, German verbs derived from animal nouns that have no literal equivalents in English: e.g. büffeln (lit. 'to buffalo') 'cram', ochsen (lit. 'to ox') 'work hard', wurmen (lit. 'to worm') 'rankle'. In other words, the claim that English has more critter constructions than German must be supported by further evidence.
It is unlikely that this skewing is caused by cultural differences, since the same or similar cultural models involving animals are available for German and French language users. We assume here that the reasons for this asymmetry between English, on the one hand, and German and French, on the other, are due to grammatical differences. English is a language with little inflectional morphology, and it allows conversion from nouns to verbs more easily than languages with richer morphology, like German and French. As is well known, conversion is an extremely productive word-formation process in English (Clark and Clark 1979, Dirven 1999) .
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III.1. General characteristics of critter constructions
The general conceptual schema for critter constructions that we use as a template for the discussion of individual cases is given in Figure 3 . The descriptive apparatus diagrammed in Figure 3 includes an animal folk model, i.e. more or less entrenched beliefs about animals, their character, their typical behavior, and their value on an ontological hierarchy or on the 'Great Chain of Being', in the terminology of Lakoff and Turner (1989: ch. 4 ). For example, one can safely assume that humans are universally higher-ranked than domesticated animals like dogs and cats, which, in turn, are higher-ranked than, say, rats and cockroaches. The ranking may however differ from culture to culture. In Western mythology, dragons are monstrous reptiles that have to be slain by valiant knights, whereas in the Chinese tradition the dragon is considered to be a friendly and benevolent animal. Rats, which are generally regarded as despicable and unclean creatures in Western culture, enjoy, according to
Wikipedia, a much better reputation in China, and are endowed with mostly positive We assume that folk models of the sort described in the preceding paragraph feed into the semantic reading of the animal term used as a verb in critter constructions, as depicted in Figure 3 A final point to be made with regard to models is that, intraculturally, beliefs about animals (as about anything else) may change, and it is an interesting question if, when, and how such changes in a cultural model affect the linguistic system as such. This issue is briefly touched upon in section IV.
As to the particle Prt, its source sense starts out as a spatial image schema and develops, via metonymic chaining, into an aspectual meaning (Brinton 1988 : ch. 4), i.e. it determines whether the behavior denoted by the critter verb is to be interpreted as an activity, an accomplishment, or an achievement, in the terminology of Vendler (1957).
We elaborate the metonymic chaining leading to the aspectual target sense of the particle in section III.2. To conclude, we emphasize again that the overall meaning of a critter construction is not determined compositionally. Rather, the construction of its meaning involves an operation of 'sense specialization', which provides for the idiosyncratic, non-predictable but motivated meaning of the verb+particle 'gestalt'. This point is taken up again in section III.2, where specific critter constructions are discussed.
III.2. Three case studies
In the following three subsections we analyze three critter constructions in more detail, by applying the template presented in Figure 3 .
III.2.1. Rat out
A good starting-point for the analysis of the critter construction rat out is a cartoon from the New Yorker, shown in Figure 4 . Animal cartoons are a rich source for the identification of underlying animal folk models because their humorous effects often rely on a stereotypical conception of the animal in question. In Figure 4 , one despicable animal, the rat, addresses perhaps an The final product of the above metaphoric and metonymic mechanisms is a specialized idiosyncratic meaning. The particle out contributes to the construction a telic aspect and the aspectual meaning ACHIEVEMENT or ACCOMPLISHMENT. 8 Note that what is coded in the critter construction rat out is one salient negative aspect of the rat model. But, in fact, in other constructions rat can also have a more positive connotation, e.g. in compounds such as rugrat 'toddler, child crawling on the floor', which evokes a potentially more endearing model of rats than the one conveyed by rat out. We return to this point in section IV.
The specific verbal meaning 'betraying someone by informing a third party on someone's location, plans, etc.' is motivated by the vile and morally depraved behavior of the informer, but is not strictly predictable from the cultural model of rats.
III.2.2. Beaver away
The critter construction beaver away evokes a folk model of beavers as industrious, hard-working animals. The cartoon in Figure 6 presupposes such a model and exploits it for humorous purposes.
7 As proposed by various scholars, e.g. Barcelona (2000) , Radden (2002 ), Panther (2006 , the relation between VISIBILITY and KNOWLEDGE is basically metonymic rather than metaphoric (as assumed by Sweetser 1990: 37-40 
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"Not up the way, you idiot, across the way!" Figure 6 . The industrious (but stupid) beaver.
The conceptual structure of beaver away is diagrammed in Figure 7 . 
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The feature selected from the beaver model in beaver away is INDUSTRIOUS BEHAVIOR, which is metaphorically mapped into the human domain and used to conceptualize the human activity of working hard. The particle away marks the aspect of the event coded
by beaver as DURATIVE. How is it possible for away to code the durative aspect? We propose that it has a dynamic meaning, evoking the motion of some x (the agent of the activity) along an unbounded path. In Figure 7 we again interpret the relationship between the spatial particle, in this case away, and its aspectual target meaning as metonymic. In other words, the movement of an object along a path invites the metonymic inference of (unbounded) temporal extension. An alternative way of interpreting the relation between the source and target sense of away would be to regard it as a metaphor that establishes correspondences between the movement of x along an unbounded path and an unbounded activity of x. In our view, however, conceptual metonymy is the more basic cognitive mechanism to account for the relationship between source and target meanings of away in beaver away. Given our knowledge of the world, we have an immediate spontaneous association between the motion of an object along a trajectory and its temporal extension. This associative linking is a typically metonymic process (see Figure 2) .
III.2.3. Clam up
The folk model of clams that is relevant to the source meaning of clam up is nicely illustrated by the cartoon in Figure The target sense of clam up, i.e. 'abruptly stop talking', is diagrammed in Figure 9 . In Figure 10 , the sloped dashed line represents a backgrounded (or presupposed) phase of the clam up event, namely talking. The large dot marks the moment (t E ) at which talking ceases. It is this point of change that is actually coded by the expression clam up. After this culmination point, a state of silence ensues, which is marked in Figure 10 by an indefinitely extended horizontal line. The folk models that are evoked by VPrt critter constructions (at least the ones investigated herein) appear to be extremely conservative. They are susceptible to 'cultural lag', that is, they are neither immediately influenced by new scientific insights nor by innovative cultural developments leading to changes in the attitudes toward animals. To limit our discussion to just one example, rats could plausibly be characterized as very industrious (just like beavers) and one might expect that rat away could mean, in some contexts, 'work industriously'. Although one could argue that rat away is 'blocked' by the pre-existing beaver away, that does not preclude the possibility that there exists another blocking factor, namely the negative cultural model of rats.
Likewise, scientific models of rats characterize these rodents as being smart and resourceful, in fact capable of finding their way out of complicated mazes. Given that many educated speakers are most likely familiar with such studies popularized in the media, one might expect that sooner or later the linguistic community would coin the expression rat one's way out meaning 'find a solution to a difficult problem', which in fact has not happened. Likewise, the creation of a related particle+verb expression outrat in the sense of 'outfox' or 'outsmart' seems to be highly unlikely. In its usage as a verb, the semantics of rat seems to be constrained by the negative folk model discussed in section III.2.1.
Yet, as also noted in section III.2.1, constructions other than the VPrt critter construction -specifically, compounds with rat(s) functioning as the morphological
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while the modifier (rug, mall, and sprawl -'sprawling suburban neighborhood') references the habitat where the metaphorized 'rats' spend large amounts of their time.
'Group' and 'habitat' per se are relatively neutral meaning components in these compounds despite their origin in the rat model. In contrast, when rat functions as a modifier in compounds, e.g. rat-infested, rat-hole ('squalid habitat/hiding place'), rat race ('fiercely competitive struggle for wealth/power'), and rat bag (Br.
'unpleasant/disliked person'), to name but a few, extremely negative components of the rat model, like 'squalid', 'vile, 'diseased', and 'fiercely combative', are evoked. These observations show that different types of grammatical constructions containing rat as a noun or verb interact differentially with the rat folk model (see also the discussion of sentences (1)- (5) in section II). Exploring this question would constitute an interesting line of research.
In general, however, we hypothesize that linguistic codings have a tendency to 'freeze' cultural models, sometimes from centuries past, and thus quite often reflect outdated worldviews and theories -including biological models. In contrast, in other semiotic systems, e.g. the visual arts, new cultural models may be adopted and implemented more readily than in the language system. To see this, consider Figure 11 , which shows a lab rat 'out of work'. Figure 11 . A empathetic rat model.
The rat image in Figure 11 , a Beatrix Potter-like depiction of the animal, empathetically represents a situation with which humans, in a period of economic stress, can readily identify. The cartoon captures an aspect of the 21 st century human condition (the desperate search by many people for any kind of work, even if it is inhumane, unpaid, and humiliating) and, in so doing, stands the centuries-old folk model of rats on its head.
